LCCUMENT BESUME 



EC 050 



000 174 



A'Jl liOR 

iNSllEIJQ.iCN 
5FON3 AGENCY 
EIBCEE NO 
?UE la:lE 
NC'iE 



Lavib, Junius A, 

X iculty f tree pt ions ot 3tuci£nts; lUe r>c vf icprre; nt ct 

the Student 3aiiry Ecrir, Part 

Educat loridl Testing Service, Priricetcn, N,J. 

Col i cat lutiahcc FxanindtiO!. Eoard, New YoiK, N.. Y» 

E t-b4-10 
Tot m 
J3p. 



ELES Pi^ICE 
E r S C E It I ( J R S 



iDEN'IIT lERS 



TIPS Price E::*4)(J,b5 

A cad till 1C AJiiity, Achievement Eatir.g, ^Coilegf^ 
lacjii}'/ '''College Stuoents, ractoi Analysis, Crarlt 
Er edict ion, Predictive validity, ’^fating Scales, 
'f^Student c hdsdctms’t ICS , ^Student Evaluatior;, 
Student Ttaclui pf id 1 1 cr.sri i , It st Con s t r uc:t ion 
S t u d e i j t Rat in g } o i i:i 



AESIPACT 

I lie develcinent ci. a Stueeni Rating Form to t* used 
ny tacuity i r. s y:- 1 1 ; s j t ical i y dcscritirig culleae students is outlined 
in this tirst ct a sc lies ct ic {ctts ccricerr.ed ^^itEi r acuity 
c 1 a tactet 1 la ticrii or studeMits. Tiic tifalment is prinariiy historical, 
piovidiiig a I as is ter suhseguerit techrical re toils ci analyses ot 
taculty deiuiticns ot desiiahle student traits. Data [.loseitea 
ir-ciudes d tEicnatic ar.dlysi^ ci tree vert^al do sci i^ 1 1 oii s by taculty 
ot students, irid tax results ot a tact or analysis, (suggeslit.g 1b 
ractors) ot variaiies cc r t r i b ut * ■ a by an early version ot Jtuilent 
Rating rcini. h conplete list oi studer^t traits arid a cofy ot the 
instrument are ii eluded. This scale ccnsists ci tiitee stcticns, iait 
I d G t e r iTi i ri e s the o e g r e e o t contact between t li e i a c u 1 1 y :ii e li, i t r and t h ( 
student. Fait 11 reguirts- an evaluation or tiK. stuuinl't geieiai 
acdjfciiiic ability ecu rated with thcs<; ct his classmates, a no 
arccrtdiiiS iiir r( 0 .^ t signiticant cn a i a c t c r is 1 3 cs « Part IJi [icv3d^s ar 
evaJuation ot the student on a nurrbei ct tiaits, Ci>nt Lasting hii' vith 
his class:nat'S. Le script ion ot t h< e v e lo p r e-nt ol ::! i: available ir. 

1 h U 0 0 1 / M . t / u t h c r / D r ) 



o 

rsj 



o 

IT\ 

O 

Q 



rAcuT/iT oy s^\jdi‘uvTS 

I. the Jk'vcloj^jii'^nt of the ofcudent Rating; Fonn 



Jimiuj; A, Favio, Developmental Re search Division, KTS 



U r PlPAKTM ENT Of ME ALTH. EDUCATION 

* wilfaai 

OFFICE or iOUCATlOM 
TH A DCw'UWENT HAS «EFN REP»^ODLl.lC 
HAtUY AS RKElVEOiROWTHtrinSUNUR 
ORGA^ Zf' TiOiM O^iOlSAT'NG IT FOlSTS CF 
VIEW CR OPiN'ONS STATED DO ^0T AtCES 
SAR'iT R;pRIS*NT Or»,C)Al O'FiCE OFi:iu 
'.ATiOA K)S ^lON O^T PGtiev 



ir 

K 





Research Bill! et in 



February 



EDUCATIOILM. TEGtlHG SERVICE 
Princeton, New Jersey 



1 



FACUI.TY PERCFmONS OF S^r^JDETWS 



I. The Developraeiit of the Student Rating Form 
Abstract 

The steps leading to the development of a Student Rating Form, 
an instrument for use by faculty in sy::temati colly describing college 
students, are outlined in this first of a series of reports concerned 
with faculty characterizations of students. The treatment is primarily 
historical, provid lig a ba?:,ls for subsequent technical reports of 
analyses of faculty definition of desirable student traits. Data 
presented include a thematic analysis of free verbal descriptions 
by faculty of students, and the results of a factor analysis (sug- 
gesting l6 factors) of variables contributed by an early version of 
the Student Rating Form. 
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FACULTY PKFlCEraiONS OF STUDEIfPS 



I- Tlie Development of the Student Rating Fom 



Introduction 



Over the last five decades there have been many attempts to establish 
the validity of various non-cognitive measures for predicting success in 
college. Many personal factors would seem to moderate level of academic 
achievement: e.g., interest in course work; drive or motivation, freedom 

from personal problems. Yet the fact that few, if any, substantial findings 
have been established is attested by reviews oi the literature (Fishman & 
Pasanella, I 96 O; Haiu'is, 19^+0; Stein, 19^3) or by the fact that there are 
no widely accepted tools of this type in teajn with the old workhorses of 
past -achievement and scholastic ability measures. 

A number of errors or problems are implicit, however, in most of the 
past work. Hie most outstanding of these has been the tendency to restrict 
the criterion to that readily available, usually the first term or freshman 
average grade. Psychologists have too frequently devoted their time to the 
theory or construction of the pi-cdictor, the apparently more intriguing 
member of the predictor -criterion pair; much of the work not concerned with 
proving a pet notion is marked by urgent need (to establish ground rules for 
selection) or opportunism (to conduct studies utilizing easy-to-comc -by data 
in the simple correlational design). 

Two major factors have contributed to the launching of a series of 
studier- in which the rating scales described herein have played a ^.ajor pari. 
The first has to do with confidence, of construct validity origin, In many 
of the carefully developed non -cognitive measuj-es such as, for example, the 
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I^ers -Briggs Type Indicator (Myers, I962). A second factor is the fresh 
interest and concern, pervasive among faculty ?3nd administration as well as 
admissions officers (e.g., Kemedy, McClelland, I961), for identifying 

other qualities of piomise heyond those reflected by achievement in high 
school or scholastic aptitude (because, if for no other reason, applicant 
pools and size restrictions have frequently afforded more than enough 
applicants qualified on these dimensions, and aiditional bases for selection 
must be employed). The most thoughtful reflection of this problem is to be 
found in Bonder (196O, pp. ? 2 - 73 ) report, upon his retirement, of the 
admissions problems at Harvard. Altho.^gh Sv"me of this concern may stem from 
dismay in still finding misfits after such rigorous screening, or from real 
fears that restriction of admission to only the most intellectually talented 
will exclude future presidents or other world leaders, there is room for 
questioning the abil'ty of grades to encompass all valued or valuable 
qualities. 

In this context, the present series of studies was launched. The 
purpose of the broader research was to determine valued persons! qualities 
beyond those reflected by the grade -point average, as an initial approach 
to brot.dei definition of criteria. The present paper describes the develop- 
ment of the Student Rating Foi'm, an instrument that employs language and 
concepts suggested by college faculty themselves and which has been utilized 
as the basic source of lata concerning the nature and structure of faculty 
perceptions of students. The description, herein, is essentially historical, 
to provide a base for later papers more directly concernfd with technical 
aspects. 
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The Initial Survey of Faculty Opinion about Student Characteristic; 

Under the leadership of Henry Chauncey and David Saunders, and v;ith the 
assistance of institutional representatives at eight institutions a pie- 
liminary survey of iacu'^.ty opinion about students was initiatea. Cooperative 
faculty members at each institution (and, in a fe'/ instances, administrators, 
counselors, coaching staff, etc.) were obtained throur^h the institutional 
representative. Each institution was asked to provide, through these 
faculty members, free verbal descriptions of 48 students fitting into the 
categories outlined in Figure 1. 



Highly Desirable Highly Undesirable 



High Academic Performance 
Average Academic Performance 
Low Academic Performance 
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Figure 1 

Ho rigorous procedures were applied in selecting faculty or defining 
either desirability or the levels of academic perfomancej the faculty 
members were asked to select students they knew well. The purpose at this 
stage was simply to produce a mass and a variety of verbal material, in a 
context of desirability apart from (or even contrary to) academic performance 
from which concepts could be selected end more formal descriptive measures 
could be developed. From this, Saunders hoped to form distillation of 






^Amlierst, Caltech, Cornell School of Engineering, Dartmouth, KIT, RPI , 
Putgers, and Stanford* 
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the opinicnc that occjpy the minds of the college evaluators on the subject 
of aesirahility a!ri undosirab ility in college students. ’’ 

A thsmatic anaj. ysis of this material was then conducted by Saunders, 
vho ; iLerr.n ted to iift, with count of frequency of occerrenoe , adjeoti.ves or 
aijeotivai phrases tl-at appeared in the descriptions. ^Diis resulted in some 
j>JO listed as bipolar traits (e,g., ‘^sericus-not serious” or "willing 

to ash questions-vnvilling to ask q:e3tions” ) , grouped into 1^ categories; 
this material, with frequency of occurience, is given in Appendix A. 

lhat the attempt to separate (through the procedure shown in Figi;re l) 
desii'ubility from academic achievement was not entirely successful is shovn 
by the analysis reported in Table 1. Eacli separate description was exaunlried 
to determine if the student described represented the extreme of desirable 
or undesirable ; of the descriptions available, only two were sufficient! 
ambig^uous in this regard that a second independent rater disagreed on sf.sign- 
ment within the two -fold classification. Amoi^g ot'^er data ccllected ou 
student? described for the study were SAT scores and most recen': grode -U'.i:. A 
a ;er';ge. Poiiit biserial correlations between the cat.r: gori. nation of 1?: rlrat.be 
vs. undesirable and these continuous variables were comp ciei ter each In- 
stitutional gro ip and are given iii Table 1. It is ripparent that gi’adeL' ..-ere 
ir.:^ly a factor in classification js to desirability: a? 1 but one of the 

se’.en coefficients are positive, and for two institution.’ the relo tloris'ri a : s 
are oignl'^icant at th^ .01 leve.l. !hat the instructions were carrie s z\ y j r 
quesllo]r^bl<’‘ . 

D. H. Vnpub!:lshed :o-*'kuir T’ 
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Ta*ble 1 

Relationship Between De sir able /Undesirable 

Classification and Indicated Variables 





N 


GPA 


SAT-V 


SAT-M 


Amherst 


45 


.46’*’^ 




.10 


Caltech 


44 


.13 


-.26 


-.43** 


Cornell 


48 


.08 


-.13 


-.13 


Dartmouth 


38 


-.02 


-.26 


-.09 


MIT 


42 


.50*** 


.11 


.14 


RPI 




( Insufflc 


ient Data) 




Rutgers 


26 


.19 


-.17 


-.25 


Stanford 


37 


.31 


-.17 


1 

o 



significant at .01 level. 
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Of passing Interest, however, are the generally negative relationships 
(Table l) between desirability and SAT. Though the faculty members were not 
provided SAT scores, the most reasonable explanation of the generally nega- 
tive relationships between desirability and SAT is that faculty members 
recognize abllit>j but value students who do well in spite of mediocre 
ability, or dislike able students who perform poorly. At the least. It was 
apparently more difficult to find desirable students with low grade averages 
than to find desirable students with low SAT sc'ores but high grade averages. 

The Development of the Initial Experimental Rating Form 

In ]-959> a new researcher, John Ross, assumed responsibility for the 
project. Ayr.ong other activities, Ross drew from the thematic categories 32 
adjectives or adjectival phrases believed to be representative of the total 
material and added eight others suggested by Osgood ^s (1957) work. Tliese 
40 "traits" were arranged in a rating scale as bipolar items requiring 
rating on a seven-point scale. A copy of the resultant criterion instrument 
has been provided as part of a publication by Ross (l9^J)j which describes 
his analyses of datu collected with this instrument. 

In brief, however, Ross returned to the eight colleges participating 
in the study, and, through the institutional representative, asked that 
faculty members use the form to provide evaluations of "interesting" 
students. Again, no rigorous ccn;rols In choosing the samples of fa'i^'ilty or 
students were employed, because of the practical necessity of Involving 
cooperative faculty and the students of their choice whom they knew well 
enough, for one reason or another, to rate* This may mean the raters 
represented more student -centered than discipline-centered faculty (if such 

O 
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a dichotomy may be drawn); but it certainly meant, as inspection of data 
shoved, that students selected were frequently those highly visible because 
of significant accomplishment (e.g., winning a prominent cr prestigious 
scholarship) or notoriety (e-g«, conviction for iTturder). Nevertheless^ 
descriptions or evaluations of these students were confined, by the rating 
form, to the more general but hopefully relevant traits therein. 

Altogether, 1^9 faculty members at six of the eight colleges provided 
597 sets of ratings of ^62 different students (Ross, I96I)- Takiiig a portion 
of ratings from one institution, Ross ran a principal components factor 
analysis; then, for three other groups separately, he conducted new factor 
analyses employing a pattern quart imax procedure in an empt to fit the 
subsequent rotations Into a frame of reference compauible with the first 
rotation* Ross' goal vas not so much that cl defining a structure for 
faculty perceptions of students, but of ’’(a) determining similarities 
between the analyses for different institutions, and (b) specifying a 
reference framework within which meaningiul vectors... may be distinguished*' 
(Ross, 1961, Appendix A, p. l). 

Tlie entire body of data were made available to the writer in I96I, upon 
his assumption of direction of the project. The previous approach with 
these data was abandoned because, among other reasons, not only did the 
factor structure provided seen of little practical use, but also because 
the samples of faculty and students had not been so carefully drawn that 
erection of any defense of similarity or difference between the institutions 
seemed warranted. Toward this point it m^t^ht be arg.ied also that the rela- 
tively general nature of the traits, or their focus on broad personal 
qualities, would not be likely to diffeieritiate the more subtle differences 

o 
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among institutions where the distinctive '«»'alues of faculty ini^t be expected 
to consist of finer shadings of intellectual goals or qualities of intellec- 
tual functioningi Instead^ it was decided to exploit the Ross data for 
whatever suggestions might be provided toward the determination of a structure 
for faculty perceptions of students, if, for no other purpose, the refine- 
ment of the rating device itself* 

For the entire group of 597 sets of ratings, intercorrelations among 

3 

the 40 items were computed* These data are presented in Table 2* The 
matrix was factored and rotated to a Kaiser (1959) normal varimax solution. 

The relatively conservative criterion of achievement of a symmetrical dis- 
tribution of residual values around zero was used to determine the r^junbcr of 
factors. 

Sixteen factors were found, of which the first ei^t, together accounting 
for 66. 5?^ of the total variance, are relatively easy to interpret. Factor 
loadings for the items and contribution of each factor to the common variance 
are given in Table 3* The eight factors may be tentatively naraeci, from 
iT'spection of items loading thereon, as (a) dependability, (u) originality, 

(c) likeableness, (D) gregariousness, (e) honesty, (F) (physical) strength, 

(g) independence, and (h) freedom from anxiety. Inspection of factor load- 
ings on the remaining eight factors very tentatively suggest (l) motivation. 



■Vhere an item had been marked 'unknown," the scale mid-point had been 
inserted in place of the missing evaluation. 
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1C. JVttLd-itle 


77 




< I 


49 


'43 


IT 




c: 


• C2 


-OC 


-01 


•03 


07 


C6 


36 


h 


01 


1;. Beat 


49 


tt 

U 


2 4 


44 


0 ? 


15 


08 


u 


Cl 


-:>6 


-06 


05 


if 


'05 


03 


-11 


;-c 


25 . JfetJre 


79 


31 


n 


ys 


12 


16 


16 


20 


03 


C4 


26 


1* 


10 


:>2 


DO 


15 


Zr. Is rt Ecar.-efxl 


£1 


41 


a 




Cl 


15 


?5 


♦C2 


01 


04 


Cl 


0? 


-03 ■ 


-:4 


-02 




35. Pesfects college rJ,es 


6^ 




0' 


44 


00 


37 


-C 3 


05 


-07 


2? 


-C '4 


-OS 


Cl 




C 4 


3 j 


. : 


3?. Great Ir.terest la chwiec flell 


53 


u 


r 


K 


C 3 


C 9 


C 2 


C 4 


-10 


40 


C6 


01 


07 


•Or.’ 




03 




Ferctet Ccclrlt Jtltn to CM3m:a VerlhXice 





y .5 


<0.4 


18 0 


7 .* 


5.5 


3.0 


£.6 




^ 3^.4 l ._4 


2.4 


1.; 


1. 


■ 0 i.o 


0.9 





if: t« t'eclcil pc ltt-J have teen oc.ltte-i. 
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(j) intellectual ability; (K) competition, (L) verbal fluency, (m) self- 
insight, (U) dependability, (O) maturity (?), and (P) leadership.^ 

Three research psychologists were then given the factOi" structure as 
described by t}\e first eight factors (Tabic 3 ), together with cards listing 
separately eacij mused item fro:n Saunders' original thematic categories. 
These judges were asked to assign each of these items to one of the eight 
clusters, or, in the absence of clear fit, to new cluster of their own 
choosing. The purpose, of course, included not only the matter of finding 
additional items for burlding up the eight j’aetor scales, but also the 
delineation of additional areas in the event the original items did not 
reasonably represent the total content of the original material. 

Ai*iong the three judges, there was agreement that leftover items per- 
tained to the following additional areas and could be identified as such: 

(l) intellectual ability; { 2 ) academic performance; (3) intellectual 
curiosity; ( 4 ) open-mindedness; social values; ( 6 ) planfulness, and 
(7) confcnjiity. Jlear statements of the first two. though prominent in 
Saunders^ data, had been omitted from Ross^ fcxmi because of the concern with 
qualities beyond these traits specifically. 

It wojld seem more reasonable, in view of the emphasis faculty seem to 
place on scholassic achievement and ability characteristics, to Incorporate 
these traits into any rating device and then control resulting measures 



Because of the availability of more definitive material from the 
revised rating foirnis, no Interpretation of these factors is offered here. 
Those interested In such a discussion are referred to the third report in 
this series entitled "Structure of Faculty Perceptions of Students*" 
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lator through statistical means. Indeed, it would be impossible to examine 
faculty perception of students apart from their perception of ability and 
performance unless the latter is kno\m. 

Therefore, the revised rating form was drawn up with a first group of 
itemsj from Saunders’ analysis representing these two areas, as well as seven 
of the first eight areas suggested by the factor analysis (physical strength 
was dropped) and the fiv^e other areas identified by the Judges. One addi- 
tional area, that of cultural sophistication (and postulated by Trow (i960) 
to be of considerable theoretical importance), was also incorporated into 
the proposed revision. This yielded, then, l4 areas, each represented by 
the n.unber of items shown in Table 4. Finally, those categories used in I5 
or more instances in the original Saunders’ material and not obviously 
represented in the new group of items were added (e.g., ’'sense of humor”). 

This yielded 79 items; one final item, designed to elicit general desirability 
or appropriateness of the student for the college, was added. 

Fach item was again cast ns l bipolar trait; the decision was made, 
rather arbitrarily, to rcqulwc rnuing on a five -point scale. In addition, 
each item was jast in a format with a provision for indicating no inl'orma- 
tion or opinion. The direction of the ’’positive” end (left or right) for 
each item in sequence was chorjen by a random means; items were so placed 
that the widest possible separation fran related items might be achieved* 

The resultant 80 items were pilot tested by submission to sane 70 
psychologists over the country, with instructions to use the form to rate 
a student they knew well and to corment on any difficulties. Approximately 
50 such forms were completed and returned with a variety of comrient , usually 
directed tabard ambiguity of tenns* Clarifications were attempted, or new 

O 
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Table 4 

Anticipated "Factors" and Number 
of Items Selected for Each 

1. Academic Performance and Ability 

2. Steady Work 

3. Creativity 

4. Cooporativeness 

5 . Gregariousness 

6 . Independence 

7. Cultuial Sophistication 

8. Cpen-Mindednees 

9 . Intellectual Curiosity 

10. Anxiety 

11. Conformity 

12. Planj^dness 

13 . Ethicality 

14. Altruism 

(Additional Items, Unassigned) 

Total 

o 

ERIC 



6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

3 

5 

6 

6 

5 

6 

3 

3 

6 

J. 

60 



lb 
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items substituted; the final form was then drawn up, with sections for 
identification of institution, rater, and student, and for describing the 
extent of contact between rater and student. 

The final fom, first employed in a round of studies beginning in I962, 
is provided as Appendix B- This is the basic instrument employed in 1962-64 
for the research studies that are described in subsequent reports in this 
series. These reports v;ill be devoted to the definition of desirability 
separate and apax^t from academic ability and achievement, the structure 
of faculty perceptions of students dravm from factor analytic stu'^y of these 
items, correlates of the resultant perceptual dimensions, and technical 
characteristics of the rating form. 

Lrimi tat ions of the Student Rating Form 

The structures that the resultant rating form encompasses, as well as 
their reliability and validity, will be dealt with in subsequent papers - 
There are several limitations, however, that are apparent from the informa- 
tion provided thus far- 

The first has to do v’ith the origin of the traits and the manner of 
soliciting the material. 'The reliance on faculty, though extremely mean- 
ingful in some senses, is nevertheless a reliance on lay Judges, where 
impressionable opinions and relatively loose language may run ranipant. 

A second limitation is that focus on highly visible students at the 
very beginning cf this series of studies may have emphasized the atypical 
or the extremes; the emphasis on personal qualities, rather than on dynamic 
systems of how peoj-le function (particularly » how they function intellectually 

O 
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or academically), nay have provided a vah^e stinicture that some faculty at 
least would place secondary to other values concerning students or their 
growth. The traits may certainly have been different had faculty been 
asked, say, to describe what traits they attempted to create or stamp into 
students through their lectures and assigaments or througli their personal 
contact with students. 

A third limitation stems from the nature of interpersonal contact 
between students and faculty, and the limitations that such a frame as 
that provided may impose on the specification of desirable qualities. 

Faculty may not be able to know many students very well in the limited range 
of situations afforded by the classroom or occasional conference or contact 
outside of class. For example, there is virtually no reference in the 
materials to gro'wth or development over time. This may stem, from the fact 
that few faculty get to know many students intimate' ly over time. 

A fourth limitrition grows out of restrictions in the sarple of institu- 
tions. A substantial segment of types and levels of institutions is omitted. 
For example^ in interviews v;ith faculty at a small chvirch -related college, 
the AU'iter noted frequent reference to qualities of Christian commitment, a 
concept not appearing as such in the data at hMid. The Vassar studies 
{Brown, I960), though highly slmilaj' in purpose and manner of solicitation 
of original material from faculty, produce concepts which fit stereotypes of 
female students- (e.g., ’’social maturity^'), but which are generally absent in 
tlie descriptions of males solicited by this stud;,^. 

Finally, and in large part a function of the limitation that the scales 
are cast in the language faculty use, is the fact that the instrument produced 
is not a device for measuring criterion qualities in students, but rather a 
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vehicle for studying faculty preferences • It is, of course, a legitimate 
question to ask how well the faculty members may agree in their cp ini enable 
labels for specific students* But, by and large, the developed instruraent 
may more appropriately be directed to the question of content and structure 
of faculty opinion auout students than to the measurement of studOi-^t 
characteristics • 
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Student Traits Extracted from Free Verbal Descriptions of Students by Faculty ard Staff (Saunders 1958)^ 

Category I: GOALS 



Item 


Frea. 




1. Has PertonsJL goeJ.s 


16 


7. 


2. Personal goals practical 


7 


6. 


3. Capable of self-dlrectlcn 


10 


9. 


4. Able to plan 


11 


10. 


5. Able to rrjake short range plans 


1 


11. 


6. Able to make long range plans 


1 




Category II: 


Il'iTILLFCTUAT. BACKG 


1. Imaginative 


19 


20. 


2. Original 


7 


21. 


3. Articulate 


11 


22 . 


4. Grasp of mechanics 


1 


23 ! 


5. Grasp of reading 


1 


24. 


6. Grasp of wrltir^g 


3 




7. Quick 




25 . 


8. Intuitive 


3 


26 . 


9, Alert 


13 




10. G OO'I me " o ry' 




26 . 


11 . Tenacious 


6 




12. Creative 


4 


30 . 


13, Exploratory 


1 




14. Able to criticize 


3 


32 . 


15- Able to follcv reasoning 


2 


33- 


16. Able to make decialrr.a 




34 . 


1/. Able to grasp the cbvlo..s 


? 


35. 


16. Aoie to g.-asp the nr t-sc-oc vl ojs 


1 


36 . 


19- Able to deal with acstra ctlcr.s 


6 


3^ 


Cat ego 


ry III: 


i>G!:thod of I 


1 . L^ /leal reasoning 




ir . 


2 . He nest 




13 . 


3. Trustworthy 


c 


14. 


1', riel i'. tie 


; ■ 


r _ 


5, Dependable 


r' ^ 


If! 


6, Serl'-..5 


ly 


iv. 


7. Wary 




-O. 


&. Cautious 


c. 


19 . 


9. Caref'.,! 


d 


PC. 


10. Ccnsclentl ; us 


^■3 


2^ . 


n. Enthusia.ni:.' 






bategi^ry Fs': 


AEr iCTS 


?r "THIH2T 


1, Jnvestlgatei material for self 




P 3 ^ 


2. l;tn-.minii 


16 




3, Cbrlc'js 


1'" 


^ 5 . 


Sensitive 


i 


; t . 


1. Adaptable 




P 7 . 


6, Flexible 


4 


Pc . 


7. CbJ^ Clive 


1 


e'/ . 


8. Intense interest 


A? 


0 V » 


9. Fcsitlve 


6 


3* . 


10. Eager to Icarr, 




y , 


ii. Ferflstcr.t 


PE 


h! 



Iter. 

Abi^ to direct Inteieets 

Personal objectives hlgUy defined 

"Purposeful" 

Little r.eed to direct student 
Sets standards for self 



Fieq . 

2 

13 

5 

5 

2 



13. 

U. 

l&. 

:6, 

IT, 

ic. 

ly. 

^0, 

a. 



Aolc to respond to tratoiial 
Able to evaluite 
Aole to apply matsrlai learned 
Able to ieul vlth details 
Able to draw c^ formerly learned 
material 

Able to S'-jiT^iarize 
A ole to work without supervision 
Gobi ability to Judge 
F enetrat J on 
Dej'th 

Abie ti leal with farts 
Able to analyze 

Able to grasp basic laws and concepts 
Abl f to organii?. 

Abie to r.ake deductive Infe ’'tLces 

Concise 

Able to think 

Able to synthesis 2 



Ter rougn 

Indu&triros 

Integrity 



Follcvs through 
Much Initiative 
Htgb Eotlvatlcn 
Willing 
Ingp Ire 1 
Great 6elf-cc r.trol 



3-. 

3^. 



0; Uni Stic 




C: 


Idealistic 


5 


4i 


A dventurcus 


u 


^ ■ 


F.eec Jrce f uL 






jcsire to »1 vac tape cf 

ctf<. rt unities 


a 


44 , 



Truthful 

Hrpeful 



Ft'F, hliC’-^LEDCE'' 

olrlct adherence to i« ail lues 
Large rar.ge rf InterestB 
Ag.gre ; i Ive 
Neat 

Fu-inesflike attitude 
Versatl-e 
f ; rref.i 

Desire t: excel 
V 0 "evd; ha rlhcaie d 
■>jt6i'Chen 
: ractlcal 

F.cgiiar class atteni'joct 
Great ferillt) 

Great sc If-lls: Ipl Ine 

L.v reed for outside reessjrar.ee 

■fri;lert 

. 1 attit Jde 

ii j* 1 ' - ur 

''■h* :e£lre t: lean. skSHa 
Gc : t : , r c«^ ritraticc 
Fk fie c 1 1 .€ 



14 

1 

9 

9 

1 

1 

4 

3 

2 

5 

10 

11 

6 
U 
1 

10 

1 



i6 



ERLC 



^ Bcte: <l) Artels shevr. for categories are those j reviled ty Saunders. These sfiojld te vleve! 

V .Fpresanting a verking frace of reference lb thematic extrap, latlon, rather than any rinal etr.iO-tur'- . 



iB late'-el^^ Freq’ctiCles flown iDdtc&te b:tU p<sltive Rnd tegative cc^iMoett, thc'ugh only the positive 
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Categorj- V: ASI^ICTS OF ’'Wr^LINGNTSS TO LEAiiir 





Item 










Item 


Freq. 


1. 


"Teachable” 


3 


Q, 


Willing 


to 


suspend judgrrient 


2 


2. 


Willing to go beyond letter of 




10 ! 


Willing 


to 


approach neu rr.atarial 


2 




assignment 


17 


H. 


Willing 


to 


listen 


6 


3. 


Willing to ask queations 


3 


10. 


Willing 


to 


take blar.e 




4. 


Willing to expose self 


6 


13. 


Willing 


to 


take directioti 




5. 


Willing to take suggestions 


12 


14. 


Willing 


to 


"face reality" 


« 


6, 


Willing to seek help 


7 


s. 


Willing 


to 


cope with necessary 




7. 


Willing to work In a group 


2 




routine chores 


4 


8. 


WUling to take criticism 


h 

















Categojr/ VI; EMOTICIAL 


DTTER/.CT 


lorj WITH I£A.RiaiW PROCESS 




1, 


Able to c-pe v 


ith emergencies 


7 


6. 


Hl^h quality of standards set for 






Peacts favor^ibly to nsnignmei.ts 


7 




self 


1 


J • 


F- -acts fare rat 


y to exams 


C 


9. 


Able to work ir: a group 


18 


4. 


;.le : jerfer 


. ier pressure 


O 




Greies unimp-o^-larj* in mot i vat ion 


10 




A' 1 e t .. 1 ram 


experience 


r 

/ 




Able to plan time 


27 


o. 


Aclc t avoid 


naking S' r/; mistakes 




12. 


Low disposition to worry 


7 




■ ice 




2 


^3. 


High adherence to goals 


7 


7. 


/■ xC t: learn 


f rom e A : e r i e n c e In 




14 


Able to work in lepeniently 


13 




■:nc j-ea and 


apply learn 1' ; in 




1^ 


Utlliz.es full capacities 


16 




another area 




1 











Category /II: 


CB. 


,.L?A^D RLSULl 


:7 OF i£4Rjinrj ? roc ess 




1. 


High quality of thought 


1 


11. 


Goi-d intellect jal qualities 




1 . 


Questions highly applicable- 


e 




consistently exhlbitel 


13 


3 . 


High qja'^ity of work perfOiTaed 


12 


12 . 


Interest ir ch-sen field 


11 




rFuch enJcjT.ent exhlbltei 


c 


15 . 


Likelir.'ci :f later c^'otrlbution 






High quality of contribution to 






to sreiety 


12 




dis.’uss. n 


li> 


14. 


Re spcr.siblli ty tovarl educaticn 




0. 


V rk F-pp lie able 


1 




re :e■i^■ei 


4 




General effect on edjcatlor.al 




13. 


Ow^ staniaris met to high degree 


1 




process positive 


1 


16 . 


Aule to iiatingJlsh essentials fr n 




6. 


Com; reheosi'n of ’'the meaning 






incidentals 


5 




of an e d'..:ati.:.n" 


R 


1 . 


Good graies made with ease 


5 


9. 


Effort weri-directc-d 


12 


It. 


Able to master new material 


2 


10. 


nigh ir.tenoity cf effort 


39 




Able to apply kr.cwledge 


9 





Categ vry VIII; 


rUvTI'k'E CAf'ACirY 




1 . 


High intellect .lal cackgrjir.d 2 


3- 


C,.p:ri r IQ 


46 


c . 


High c'iltJral backgrcur.i 1 


A 


?up c i c r p .. rf c rr/.r. c e 


93 


5 _ 


Ferfrma;c^ bettor than promise 60 




G-<pcricr premise at cr. trance 


1 ? 


4 ! 


F S' rf C' rjvan : c belter than ab i i i t i e ? 11 




2 jpe ri : r abi 1 1 ty 


cc 





Catcgcry 


IX: 


fAJillY A.4T 


riR.2 HAl BA'.KG F XNU 




1. 


Fesitive family infi.,ente 


/ 


14. 


otuient’s own marriage e table 


1 


7 . 


r5’..ily supp'Ort cf acaiemi: 




:5. 


Family values r<-t reflected In 






Interests 


1 




stuier.t's act i CAS and plans 


4 




Family support cf social Interest 


£ 1 


1C. 


Family values positively directed 


1 


i\ 


r.'c p re : : j r e f T'-. 'n fa:, 1 1 y 


5 


1 \. 


Fesitive general fa-'ily attitude 




5 . 


!.*o acaiemi: pressures 


4 




t-vari stjiert 


9 


r , 


!;o em:tl:nol pressures 


i 


if. 


Great compl lar.ee with family’s wishes 


1 


7 ^ 


No finanial pres cures 


1 


1 ?. 


High iegree cf lrlcpeni‘:n;e allcvcl 




c. 


Jo jhjVslcal pressures 


1 




at h're 


3 


9 . 


Ho s-cial pr'Esures 


c 


2 :. 


32 family upheavals cr deaths diritg 




10. 


L.w rcspoc.se to family press uroc 


1 




crll'-p*’ years 


i 


11. 


Fes It Ive jesponse t: family 




a . 


mo p'l. si cal hanil cap 


4 




p I e- s s i re £ 


2 


21 . 


Fam,ijy f ir.an: ia i ly secure 


A 


12. 


Fav.rable a.tltJie t varl far.lly 


3 


J • 


Cot, U i 'l ing "unsp ' 1 le j " 


4 


13 . 


.Highly Stacie family 


i. 


. - . 


Hign physical stamira 


1C 




?2 



Catesoi-y X; PEBCEFTIOIJ 





Item 


Freq. 




Item 


Fr^, 


1 . 


Atle to appraise own atlllties 


6 


6. 


Aware of social values 


1 


i?. 


”At j'eace" with self 


5 


7. 


Avrare of consequences of actions 


1 


3 . 


High self -under standing 


11 


8. 


Aware of effect on others 


6 


4. 


Hot t ow or foriwerly under 




9 . 


High L.nd‘Ji-standing of needs of 






psychiatric treatrr.ent 


3 




others 


3 


5 . 


Atle to h anile self 


1 











Category XI t 


posirrTi 


VS. 


\Tm; ATO'ITUDIS T^:)WARD 




1 . 


Cojlal partlcXiu^ i:n 


I 


10. 


I l vv;; r 


1 


2 . 


Rights of ethers 


& 


n. 


In ieper.lsnce 


2 


3. 


Keel i of others 


1 


1^. 


Self- IrriP'rovement 


6 


4 . 


Faculty and university 


7 


13. 


Univers'.ty rules 


9 


5. 


Inte Llectual mute rial 


1 


:« 4 . 


v;i£hes v)f others 




6 . 


Chal Lenge 


13 


15. 


Society's standards 


b 


7 . 


Comp itltlcn 


l4 


lb. 


Ethical values 


10 


E. 


Resporslliillty 


? 


ir. 


Authorif>y 


10 


9. 


Ctatis 


1 









XI I-. mCIOILU I:/I'EP^\CTI0N WITH 51 X 1 ;^ PPXE53 



1 . 


We 11 'll c r d p c rs 0 n • J. i t y 




m. 


Heat 


11 




rtrong pers::.allty 


t 


1 7. 


C lean 


I 


3 . 


High strength of char-: ter 


Ic 




Eoflnei 


7 


4. 


High soda: unir.crul rec _,rces 


0 




Go: i-r.av. :rei, even-temperei 


19 


r . 


High level :f maturity 


t"0 


C'O . 


F roui 


T 


t . 


Early r.-'turlty 


1' 


31. 


Deep 


4 




Gr--au vMllty tc jia;l t'j c.ilc-ge 


5 


o'‘. 


Courage . .is 


i-3 


0 . 


HIgn ego slrtrgt^ 


: 


33 . 


A.mtltl -s 


15 


9 . 


WeU-aijustei 


It 


34 . 


Inslght;‘>l 


11 


1 :. 


FI:” c:.: victims 


11 


39 . 


The ughful 


7 


11 . 


Gooi c-e:.£c- cf humrr 




J*- • 


Va -r. 


e 


IP. 


Mu : h c lx a rt*. 


.. 




Chao rfu'. 


4 


45 . 


Few ldtcs;,T,: ra:ifcs 




36 . 


Felaxel 


9 


14. 


AffUjlc; scoi'lnle 


Ic 


3V. 


Trarj.j...r. 


7 


It. 


Fesp .rsllle- 




40. 


Agrteal.e 


17 


It, 


r,is ,-i 


\\ 


41. 


Kinl 


1 


1 ; . 


llleral 




A 2 . 


Inlejen lent 


^9 


Ic . 


Highly 






Frar.V, 


1 


1/. 


II:- r, :e i to stani c ^t 


- 


a4 . 


:;rslsv r.t 


9 




Vr.ag mes:; i ve 


' i 


45 . 


.Fespect ul 




-1. 


Eta'ele 


16 


47 . 


Co Jftc ■ ,s 


10 




Mdest 


16 


4 ■'. 


Taotr,.: 


13 




Ctralgotf: rv.ri 




4c . 


Woll-r.a i.erei 


10 


74* 


A'ocve-o:ari 




- 9 . 


1 elite 


r 


- r 
■ J • 


Elea sant 


36 


to . 


F'.ysl:a;iy energetic 


16 




Cate g my XIII: 


JTAm 


Or y.iiD to tczul so tic; 




I. 


I'n; ill cal 


10 


14. 


Celf-c nflient 


75 


- . 


Hlgily Ir.ilvU.Vilstlc 


<- 




/4de t ' maV.e n:n- academic decisions 


2 


: ^ 


Egalitarian 


13 


in . 


Cincero 


70 


4 . 


r:t eelf-cente re i 


■; Z 


17. 


Ir.tercitel In ethers 


27 


5 . 


c;:.fiienoe in ethers 


4 


a 


T:lerd-t 


10 


t. 


Gregari: ja 


4£ 


1?' 


Cccpentlve 


76 


7 


Vr.-llilr.ff to .e taV.tr. aivantage :f 


1 


7 ; . 


rrcai 'crltcns 


3 


r\ 


f rlar.ily' 


‘9 


n . 


Apprs : tative 


e 


9- 


Willing t: h''lp ctrirrs 


15 


?\ . 


K *ma . , c 


1 


i:. 


'..T^athetl : 


C 


73 . 


Self-ci Itlcal 


1 


. 1 . 


.ligr. scclal r.U..atI:r. 


3 


Cu . 


Irlr.'l) iel 


5 


1' . 


little £C'lf-:::.:ern 




79 . 


H'^Hy 


c 


13 . 


Vejl-levelc;ei sente :f smial 












r.rres 


4 









o 
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Critegory XIV: 


CBSEBVi 




_£tem 


Freq. 


1. 


Socially acceplao^e 


49 


2. 


Veil-liked by peers 


54 


3. 


Veil -liked by faculty 


36 


h. 


Extensive Interpersor.al relations 


12 


5. 


Degree of conformity 


7 


6. 


Respect itispirel in others 


24 


7. 


Effective in social crntuct 


39 


8. 


Easy interpersonal relations 


7 


Q, 


Le\^el of social development 


2 


i6. 


Confidence inspired in others 


6 


11, 


Frequently a loader 


15 


13. 


Great leadership alility 


33 


13. 


Performance as a leader 


30 


1^. 


Intensity of social, rarticipation 


9 



Ctxtcrt^ory >:V; 

1, Good univ-trsity dic-.'f.rlir.arj' 

vtzr^ri G 

3 . I'j j'liice record 3 



D RESULTS OF SXLAL irm:RACTIO!I 





Item 


Freq. 


15. 


Social group usually large 


3 


l6. 


Good effect on others 


23 


1 7 . 


Friendships of high intensity 


k 


10, 


Participation in extracurricular 






activities 


26 


19, 


Versatile extracurricular Interests 


6 


-0 , 


r'ersonal grovth from interpersonal 






contacts 


7 


. 1. 


Rating as member of comnunity 


16 


23. 


?L 3 t easily Influenced by others 


a 


33. 


G-<>i conversationalist 


6 


34. 


Integration into campus lift- 


4 


25. 


Participation in athletics 


10 


36 . 


Ability in athletics 


6 




Athletic performance 


7 


3 d . 


r'eve r i ru, 


7 



DISCn-LlN/U^Y RECORD 

3. G:oi clas.-roora depcrtnerjt 1 
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APPEiroiX B 
St'Adent Rating Form 



o 

ERLC 

UfflyilifftlilTlkii 
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KDI CATIONAL TKSriNG SKUVICK 

F'orni SRF' 3 (1962) 



STUDENT RATING FORM 



Nanip of Shnlcnl 



.('lass. 



fnstihilion 



Na TIV of [{ati*r 



Po* l!f>n or Rank 






l)alp (»f HaU'ig 



o 

ERIC 

hiaifiiifftaiTi-TaaiJ 
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PART I 



Extent of Contact tciih the Suulent: 

A. 1 Iiavc known i le stiidenl for 



I I quarters I I semesters □ years 

(nil. } ^im^icaff whi\ l]..i 



B. Present contact (check ami eoinplcte one) 

[ ] 'I he student is now in my i^lass 

students in his section. 



with approximately 



'rouTfif niimlifrj 

I I The stvideiit is not now in one of tuy classes; my present contact with him i.s: . 



. Ollier 



lilciicrilie reialionMlii]i) 

C. I lia>c become acipialnled with tlie stiidei:t ihroiigh the follow ing kinds of lorUacls (check all applicaliie): 
a f ] as a stiuleiit in one class 

h ] as a student in more than one class 

r [ ] through review of assigntiicnls or pcrforniance on rjiii^.^es or examination^ 

rl i I through olservation or supcrvisirin of lahoralory work 

e I ] through peisonal conference almul academic work or interests 

f f I llirough personal conference al^oul matters oilier llian acarleniir work 

□ as an ad\i^ee 

li [ I through reactions r>f other faculty 

i [ I ihrmigh r)1iservation in dornulory or campus aclixitics 

I I niher (des'‘rihe) 

l)i ^^itli regard to llie s!iidi'nt*< ararleinic ability-, interest, and perfonnance. I feel I know him 
f ) extreme wcH | | moderately well f | not \cry well [ 1 not at ^11 

K. ^^ith regard to how the sludenl han.lles liiiiiself with other people, and particularly wiili his peers, I feel 
I know him 

I ^ extremely well [ ] inoderatefy well [ ] not very well j ] iiot at all 

F, VVilli fegar<J |»; the ftijdenl‘s f*rrsrfnal </<icfoprf,e/if (lii« general inaturitx, aspirations. xaluc.«, source of 
rnolixatinn. etc.). 1 feel I know him 

I ] e\UeiTielv wtil | ] ni»4leratelv well [ | not \erx well | j imt a! all 



o 

ERIC 



, 0 



nv 



PART II 




Most Significant Cfiaracteristics of the Student 

intfrucfionsi First, please indicate >our judgment of the student’s general acadernk ability veisus his 
perforiuamv in comparison with otliers in his class. Although one measure of these qualities is available 
from a.liiiissions tests and overall grade point average, evaluation as a function of jour particular 
recent <: perience ii’ith the student is desired liere. Choose the one alternative in each of the three items below 
which best describes hir^. 




1. In schrfiastic aptitude- this student would stand (among others in his class) 



1 1 ll'gl> 


|~ j average or aderpiale 


CU 


I ] unknow n 


fn academic course 


ivork, fiis pcr/ornmncp is 






[ 1 o:itstanrling 


1 1 average or untlistinguished 


1 1 poor 


[ 1 unknown 


Coitipor(*d idlh other 


students of si/;ij/rzr his per/ornirmce is 




[ 1 better 


1 1 about as expected 


[ I worse 


1 ^ unknown 



H, htfruciions; The purpose of the next section is to obtain your description of the student in terms of so»uc 
characteristics on which lie may stand out from otlier students at til’s Cnslilulion in a marked w ay. 

In each itoiu below. \our task is to complete the sentence by checking the most appropriate answer. If 
neither of the (wo extreme alternatives which venuM complete the sentence fils tliis student, mark the box 
labeletl "neither alteniatixe accurate. ” Jf you have no knowledge or opinkn of the student in the given 
area, loii should check (ho box (alieled "unknovsn.” 

1. illi regard to intelfeitiKi/ curiosity and interest in iileas or unknowns, this student 

a genuine, spontaneous into red in inteliccdial activities 

I I acicpls (oiirsc xiork in a relatively routine, mat ter-of*fact fashion 

I [ neither alternative a!»oxc is aceurale for this stUflent | | unknown 

2. In rrcudcmic Hork finhits. (his shidenl 

□ ]rrc]>ares liimself ihoronghlv and elTeelixely 

CJm )cars liapha/^rd ai»J diN>rgar)i/cd 

( I millier alternative accurate f l unktxoun 

ih 111 terms f>f rrtYifiir obi7i»v and un'gitidlity, this student sliows 
[ I keen originalitv anil resourcefulness 

n slercotx ped. unimaginative ways of thinking alKiut a prnldem 

□ neither altcrnatixc airuralc IZ] unkr.nw n 

F ,tsuu indiiidtJuL I find this student 

I ^ cxlremeJx likalde 

I i \er> diflicidl to like 

[ ] neither altcrnalixe accurate f | iio opinion 

V In rdationships tdth his cinssnirucs or in campus life, this student is 

j I quite wclbacccpted. an a' livc paMiri)>anl. anr|/<ir most ffTcctixc with peers 

□ ,lc xoji! fd skill in Iniinan rt latinnsliips 
I I neither altern’^tivc art urate 



o 

ERIC 



[ ) unknown 



PART II (Confinued) 



(y. Ill persofial itdjtisftfietii. lliis slinlenl 

P I ajipear:* exlreinely KelNialaiiccii an<l ?laMc 

[ I has ( rahle personal iliflicullies 

□ m'illiiT allernaii\e accurate | | unknown 

7, In capacity /or self -^Urcction. this sUrlenl 

I I appears roinj:lrlrly self*«uflieieni in organizing Iiis work and daily life 

□ leans heavil\ c)ji olliers for guidance 

I I iieillier alleriiaiive ati'urate | | unknown 

H. In personal «jiiali(ies whiih affecl learning and ahilitv to j/rofit from (xpcrioncr. lliis sUident seems 
I I readil) open and rece[tliM‘ to new it leas 

□ iiiirulling or iinahle lo eonsitl. r iieu alliludesor \ ie» 

[ ) neillu r alienialive ai eurate [ | iinkini\% ii 

Jii terms t,f comfxtfihiHiY ii ith tfw rliwulo of collcfir. lliis sHident 

I I takes the acadeiiiie anti inUlleriiiaT life easiU in siri<!e 

[ I ajtpears a\^kuartl or nu!o)f-jilaci’ among his more sejiliisl icatetl pens 

□ iicillier allernative acc'urale [ ] iinkntiuti 

10. With rt’garti lo fnisiv intvfiritw thi< s!<jt|eiil 

□ is lliort>ugIil\ httiiesl anti slraigfilfor\^ anl 

[ ] nia\ ii'.'t he r<>inj)lclcl\ lioncsl 

[ I neillier alternatiie aceurale [ | unkno^iii 

11. ith regartl lf> s(Htn} tliis sliirlenl 

□ shows keen itiliTef-1 in ethical priricipfcs and (’orn'ern for llie welfare of others 

I I appears self c entercti and does nt»! sfi 3^^ e\ itient e ttf a sense of social responsildlilN 

□ neilln r alternative accurate | ] unMiown 

12. In />/fimu'ng /ftr dn fvtiirr. lliis slmlrnt 

□ seems lo lia>e a clear and realistic set of at'arlcinie and \iK*atitma! goals 

f I apjtears Kinfiivetl ami misiirc of lii>i interesls ami gtials 

□ neither alltTiialivc a<eiiral' [ ] iinkiniwn 



In a senlenie rtr pl^rasc. please stale what \oii Iteline lt» he the most signifeaiit or descriptive charai * 
Icrislie of this simlenl.: 



PART ill 




lnsfrv<fhnst In tins pari. y<ni are asked to rale the student on each of a nuinl^er of traits, whicli are described 
by llie two >vurils or plirases defining llie cvlrenies of the scale. In rating the student, vou should attempt to 
evaluate liini again?t ether members of his class. 



If you feel tlie student is icr\* noli described by one end of the scale or the other, ])lace a check mark (y/) in 
the box nearest tlie appropriate end. e.g. . 

talkative | y/| f ] [ ] [ ] | ] quiet 

If 1 oil feel the siu<ient is someuhat belter described by one end of the scale than the other, placi? a elicck mark 

in the secon<l box from the ajiproprialr end. e.g.. 

irresponsible ^ | 1 I 1 f I responsible 

or 

irresponsilih* | ] | ] \ ] [~\^ \ ] responsible 

If y >u cannot decide bet\M cn the alternati> es. or if you feel the student slionld he rateil about halbway between 
the two c\lr<*mcs. place ^our 4'hcrk mark in the middle box, e.g., 

oar, .free □ □ [Z] □ □ anxious 




If \oii do not know enough about the stmleiil to rale him on any particular scale, place a check in the box to 
tlie right of the scab s labeled ’’iinkruMs u,” e.g.. 

unknown 

lilieral I 1 r 1 ^ I [ I conservative [ \/~| 

importoul: IMeasc miienilier that in thi^ siciijni \ou are to rate the student in cumpariscn with his idassmates 
in one of the foregoing ssa\s on cvere item. 



1. 


bus acadrmii' perOtrmaiice 


•1 


work" ^IcaiMly 


3. 


loss inUTC>l in diu'en field 


1. 


' imimagiriatise 


.T. 


1 I’^a^aiit 


ft. 


seditars 




iridcpindcnl 


8. 


1 u Ittira M s impo\ cri^hetl 


<1. 


llcxilih- 


in. 


kicks Mlellciinal intcrcj-t" 


n. 


worri* " a lot 


1 >. 


coriftriiung 


13 


belt iss ax erage abilitx 


M. 


inccls dcailhiics 


IV 


self. centered 



12 3 4 2 

I I f I r 1 rn r 1 high academic perfcjrnianco 



□ n n □ □ »-ks i,y (i. s ami starts 

I I f I (ZZI [ZH CZI '■“''■'■i-i in chosen Id 

□ □ n CD [m '"lagirialiv, 

I I I I I I cm I I iin|il,-’.aiil 

□ □ □ □ □ gr.’gari.m. 



dependent 



□ cz czi □ □ 

□ □□no 

□ □□:□□ 
□ □□□□ 
□ □ □ □ □ 
□ □□□□ 
□ u □ □ □ 



culturally rich 
rigid 

has l>road intellectual inl( rcst^ 
seldom scurries 
riori't'onf(»rming 
abo><‘ average ahililx 
<ioes not meet deadlines 
interested in olh' rs 



unknoss n 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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PART III fConh'fiuec/) 



16 , 

17, 

IH, 

20 . 

21 . 

22 . 

2X 

21 , 

2 :>, 

26. 

27. 

2«. 

20 . 

. 10 . 

:u, 

32, 

33. 
31, 
3>, 

36. 

37, 



3R. 



39. 

10 . 



11. 

12 . 



13. 

11 . 



' ? 5 < 5 unknown 

larks firi^malitv | | | ] ) | f | | I shows originality 

( ooperatiM’ P | [ 1 | ] P | unrooperalive 

not arlive in raiir ? life | 1 [ 1 I I arrive in eain|>ns life 

honest I I I 1 I 1 I 1 I I <lishoncsi 

sorially iniiiialure | | I 1 [ 1 I ! I 1 soriallv inalnrc 

iMlrilcelnalU iiiiinalure | 1 I ~| [ | | 1 | 1 iiilrllerlually mah’.e 

not eager to learn | | [ 1 [ ] [ | P | eager to learn 

tense | | f ] [ 1 I I I I calm 

I'on V rntir>na1 I n I 1 [ 1 I 1 P I indiviilualistie 

}]ir ir grasji of alistrar I | | | 1 [ | f 1 P | good grasp of ahslraet 

self.diM’ipliiud | J f I [ 1 I I P I not self-3i!«(*i)>lined 

Mol altriiistie | 1 | | f ] | 1 f | allriiistie 

goful at anal wing | ] [ H [ 1 I I P I jkjot at analyzing 

likahl.- □□□□□□ not likahie 
not a leader among peers □ □ □ □ □ i-J- aMong )>eera 
.'irlf-direetiiig [ | | 1 | 1 | | innuenred hy otliers 

|>ersonal goals vague [pp] | 1 \ ] | ) | 1 personal goals elear 

willing to ask ijiirstioiis | | [ ] f 1 [ [ not willing to a.^k <piestion' 

not interesleil in i< lea. □□□□□□ interested in ideas 

uiiliaj^p) \Z~3 f I [ 1 1 J ka|ip> 

low need tr» stand out | ) [ ] I 1 [~ I high need to stand coil 

work haril fetr grades P]^ | ^ [ \ ( ] | i akes giK)d ^rades with ease 

tliorniigli rn ! 1 I 1 I 1 r I haphazani 

statm^ ei titered PP] PP] [PJ PP] PP] not statu- irnterc'l 

-liallow PP] PP] (PP) (PPI PPI deep 

\Hllirig to lake diice;ion | [ | 1 | | | ] | | ivii willing (o take direetifui 

intro' lied pP] | 1 | ] ( I P ] ev'roverird 

arts ar!^ imrlhirall) 

s4K iall> nai>e pp] | 1 ( 1 [ I P ) snpfiislii aled 

(i|K-ii.inin.lci| Q □ □ Q I lnsed‘i inded 
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PART 111 fConfj'noec/) 



\(k 



17. 

IS. 

V), 

lO. 

:>i. 

\x 

'> 1 . 

:> 6 . 






->8. 



(jO. 



(ll. 

6J. 

(>:i. 

M. 



(ifl. 

fiV. 



7 1. 



71. 



7-1. 



71. 



1 2 3 4 5 I 

iiol read widels | | (~ ] ] | j | ~] reads widely 

[Kjor self-iinderslandin^^ | ] | | [ | ( | | ) good self-understanding 

<»rlliodov in behavior [ | (~ ] | ] \ \ (~ | uno-iliodox in l>cbavior 

inlelleeliiall) slow | ] Q J | ] | | | | intelleelually oniek 

indiislrioi.s Q □ Q □ □ la/v 

liltlf ooiKfrn for welfare of other. | | [ | | | | | [ | liieli ciinetrii for welfare iifotiu-r.- 

nol m-alive | | ] ] ( | [ \ \ ] erealive 

.tahle □ □ □ □ [□ imslable 
nol liked by jieers | | [ | | | [ | ( ] liked In jieers 

low need for reassiiraiiee □ [m □ czi □ '‘‘el' "‘'■'I f'"- roKssurain e 
kfw imtti) ati >0 lo a<)iieve | | [ | f [ [ | [ ) lijgli motisalion ai hieve 

fair-minded | | f I [ I ( i f ~ | ]>rejndieefl 

mirealislir in oiilluok [__J | | | | | ] ( ] realislie in outlook 

M’gati^e family infliieixe f f f ) | ] [ | | | |>f»itive family inflnt/uT 

areepl' inajoril\ \ allies [ | P j | | [ | [ ] rejeels niajc^rily valiN's 

)K‘rforms below ability [ | P ] | ] [ | [ ] jierforms to lo|i <ff dbilils 

<'<m/(ilt’tes nnderlakings | | P j | ~ ( [ | [ ] dfies not eomplele oJidertakings 

]icssin;i>lie D HJ □ □ □ 
not iiitellr< hially \er>atile [ | { I | ] [ ] j | Liitellerliially versa. ile 

ana Me □ □ □ □ □ - "I'l 

ilm*s not work well with other. QT] [^1 CZ] dll CZI ^^orks widl willi Olivers 
jfrimijded Q mi|irimd|.led 

sabk - milikr chose nf f'»eidly | 1 ( | | P ) ] values like t)if)-e of family 

oj«eii lo new e\|K rit iu e | | | j j [ f I ( ] not ojum lo new i'\|KTU‘iiee 

iiol a serious slmlenl [_ J [ | | | j ] ] a serious slndenl 

arguiuerilaliie f ! CI_] f ~l I 1 [P3 
has few idinsMiiTasie^ | | P ] f | f 1 ( I lias insiiy idiosyncrasies 

low inlellcelnal ciiri »sity | [ [ j | | [ ) [ \ lilgli inlclli iial nirionly 

ill at ease in college ndliire | ] [ | | ] | | ( ] ai home in r«d!rge euliure 

low rc.«|i€et for liiiman ilirnily | | P ^ [~*] f } ( ] lugli re.*|iei‘l for Iminan dignity 
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(tonfhy^d off npxf poQf} 



□□□□□□□□□□□□□□ □□□□□□□□□□□□□□□□! 



PART III (Conf/nuoc/j 



1 2 3 4 5 



unknown 



76. 


modest 


n 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


77. 


generally oltjeciive 
in forming opinions 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


n 


7B. 


humorless 


□ 


□ 


□ 


n 


□ 




low Icvei of p!iysi< al energ) 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


80. 


the kimi of student this 
institution should admit 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 



arrogant 

generally not objerli>e 
in forming opinions 

good sense of fuiiiior 

liigfi level of ph) sieal energy 

the kind sludenl lliis 
insliliil^m should not admit 
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□ □□□ □ 



